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Applicant(s) 
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Examiner 
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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 
( 1 ) Jehanne S. Sitton . (3) 



(2) Bruce Grant . (A) . 

Date of Interview: September 2007 . 

Type: a)D Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)IEI Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)[3 No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: pending claims . 

Identification of prior art discussed: NA. 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)£<] was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 

Attachment to a signed Office action. Examiner's signature, if required 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-413 (Rev. 04-03) Interview Summary Paper No. 20071127 



Summary of Record of IMterview Retirements 

a^pSa Whether or not an qM-IA «>e oKemlnerwas reached at the Interview. 

Tine 8T Code of Federal Reflulatlons«OPR| § 1.488 Interviews 

out typographical errors or unreadable script tav °^ a ^^! separata Interview Summary Record Is retjulredk 

substance of en Interview Is completely recorded In an EKarrtl^ Rm^mem , no «h«" portion ot the file, and listed on me 

The Interview Summary Form shall be given an appropriate Paper N ., _plaoed In "Jg""^ (or attorney of agent) at the 
Xontente^otton of the file wrapper. Inapsmcn^^ 
conclusion of me Interviewing^ 

oSm^^^ 



The Form provides for recordation of the following Information: 
- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 



- Name of applicant 

- Name of ewamlner 
Oate of Interview 



- Oate 01 interview 

- Type of Interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) Dereonne | etc ) 

- Name of partiolpant(e) (applicant, attorney or agent, eKamlner other PTO ' P^onnel, etc., 

- An Indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- An Identification of the specific prior art discussed fl dMCfi ntinn of the genera! nature of the agreement (may be by 

- atttssssaTa^^ss^^--- 

substance of the Interview. 

Acomolete and proper recordation of the eubstance of any interview shouM include etleasl .he following epplioeble Items 
2) an Identification of the claims discussed, 

3 SEKSSS5I5S5S2— -■ — — — 1 • mfe5!,te " - *■* " " 

the eKamlner. . 

EKamlner to Checfe for Accuracy 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/723,518 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant's representative discussed the declaration filed under 37 
CFR 1.132 by Dr Charles Cantor. The Written Description rejection was discussed. THe examiner indcated that upon 
quick review of the declaration, she felt the rejection would be maintained as the termed "hot zone" asserted to in the 
declaration, did not provide an actual written description of which polymorphisms in the subregion were disease 
associated vs not, in view of the fact that the specifcation taught 17 polymorphisms in the region, but identified only 3 
disease associated alleles. The examiner indicated she would thoroughly review the declaration and arguments and 
issue an office action.. 



